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Jeff Wuensch

From: Jeff Wuensch [jeff@nexustax.com]

Sent:  Wednesday, March 05, 2008 1:10 AM

To: ‘cmusgrave@digf.in.gov'

Cc: 'RUshenberg, Tim"; 'Frank Kelly'; 'Shaw Friedman'; 'Marilyn Meighen'
Subject: DLGF Analysis

Cheryl:

To date we have identified several errors in the DLGF’s analysis of LaPorte County’s 2006 Assessments through
the agency’s own ratio study. A couple of these problems have been identified in previous e-mails, but | wanted
to provide a summary for you. Here is what we know after approximately 5 hours of cursory review of the DLGF’s
ratio study:

1. The basis for the DLGF’s study was the preliminary ratio study submitted for LaPorte County in December
2006. The DLGF requested the addition of more sales in this study. In February 2007, a revised ratio
study was submitted for LaPorte County, which was subsequently approved in March 2007. We ask that
this final study be the basis for your agency’s analysis, as we have included several sales, at your agency’s
request, that your study does not include.

2. The DLGF analysis of improved residential property in Michigan Twp. fails to match the parcel numbers
with the correct assessment data and sales prices. Frank Kelly has corrected these errors and used your

same methodology of analysis. These corrected parcels now result in compliant statistics.

3. The DLGF analysis of vacant residential property in Clinton Twp. contains 1 record that does not match
with the county’s billing system. In fact, it appears to be a duplicate parcel with 2 different billing assessed
values, which we do not believe is possible. Removing this one entry results in compliant statistics.

4. The DLGF summary statistics for vacant residential parcels in Wills Twp. do not match the actual
calculated statistics in your worksheet. The worksheet illustrates that the calculated statistics are
compliant.

5. The DLGF analysis of improved commercial in Center Twp. contains 1 invalid sale and omits several
parcels used in the final LaPorte County Ratio Study. Once these corrections are made, the statistics
appear compliant.

6. The DLGF analysis of improved commercial property in New Durham Twp. has only 4 sales. The
combined statistics for this class should be used and/or the Spearman Test.

7. The DLGF analysis of improved industrial has at least one formula error resulting in incorrect statistics.
Once this formula is corrected, the statistics appear compliant.

Finally, given the significant number of errors that we have discovered in our cursory review of the DLGF'’s
analysis, we respectfully request an extended period to review this analysis, along with all other tables and
studies. It is highly likely, that further errors will be discovered, resulting in even more townships and property
classes being deemed compliant by Indiana law. Further, | would encourage the DLGF to make these corrections
before further distribution or public comment, as these objective errors warrant inmediate adjustment. An
employee of Nexus Group would be happy to visit each of these errors individually to ensure the objective review
of LaPorte County’s 2006 assessments.

Thanks.

Jeff Wuensch

3/5/2008
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